Dear Editor, We read with great interest the recent paper by Liu et al. "Metaanalysis of randomised controlled trials comparing unipolar with bipolar hemiarthroplasty for displaced femoral-neck fractures" published online in International Orthopaedics [1] . They reached an important conclusion that unipolar and bipolar hemiarthroplasty achieved similar clinical outcomes in patients with displaced femoral neck fractures. It is an interesting study. Nevertheless, we have several worthwhile queries which we would like to communicate with the authors.
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Four electronic databases (PubMed, Embase, Cochrane
Central Register of Controlled Trials and Web of Science) were systematically searched by the authors. The small number of acquired papers would be an important limitation of this meta-analysis. We hope that more electronic databases can be systematically searched. 2. Publication language was limited to English in this metaanalysis. Therefore, the authors should mention the potential language bias in the limitations of their meta-analysis. 3. The inclusion criteria were not enough and the exclusion criteria were not mentioned in this meta-analysis. We suggest that strict inclusion and exclusion criteria should be described in detail. 4. The authors have clearly mentioned that "Two authors independently appraised the quality of the included studies according to the Cochrane Collaboration guidelines" in the methods. However, there were no detailed scores for each trial. We suggest that detailed scores for each study should be provided. 5. A series of meta-analysis results were showed in the results. We consider that the authors should present forest plots for all the results. 6. The authors never mention the potential importance of publication bias in the limitations of their meta-analysis. We suggest that the publication bias needs to be assessed by visual examination of a funnel plot and statistical tests (e.g. Egger's linear regression test or Begg's rank correlation test). Therefore, publication bias may be present, distorting the meta-analysis. 7. The authors used an inverse variance (IV) random effects model to pool the data in this review. In our opinion, studies should be combined by using the DerSimonian and Laird random effects model, which considers both within-and between-study variations [2] .
In conclusion, the results of the meta-analysis by Liu et al. should be interpreted with caution. To reach a definitive conclusion, more high-quality studies with larger sample sizes are still needed. And we believe that our remarks will contribute to more accurate elaboration of the results presented by Liu et al.
